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A nonattorney's representation of another person before a public agency or service commission generally constitutes 
the unauthorized practice of law, but exceptions apply. 


Practice or the representation of another party before an administrative agency by a nonattorney is generally the unauthorized 
practice of law! as before a parole board,” an unemployment compensation agency or department, a workers' compensation 
commission or tribunal,” a state employees' merit board,” a municipal department of administrative hearings,° or a municipal 
ordinance hearing agency,’ subject to considering the character of acts performed as opposed to the place in which they are 
performed.® Generally, representation in administrative hearings that involve testimony from sworn witnesses, the interpretation 
of laws, and the imposition of penalties requires a licensed attorney.” Nonlawyers may provide information concerning routine 
matters before administrative bodies, 10 and representation of another in an administrative hearing may be permitted when the 


use of legal techniques and concepts is not required. i 


Administrative agencies may promulgate rules or regulations authorizing persons not licensed to practice law to appear and 
represent clients before the agency, | but generally, the authority of the administrative agency to so provide is subject to the 
courts’ authority over the practice of law. iS 
Statutes may also create exceptions which allow nonattorneys to appear as representatives before an administrative agency, | 


but statutes too are generally subject to the superior controlling authority of the courts over the practice of law.!° By some 
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authority, since administrative agencies are creatures of statute and not the common law, there is no common law prohibition 


on a corporation or other artificial entity appearing through a nonattomey. 


Agency proceedings in which nonlawyer representation has been permitted, under particular circumstances, include a labor 


arbitration hearing, 17 4 discrimination commission proceeding, 18 an unemployment compensation commission hearing,!” and 


proceedings before a department of jobs and training.”” 
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